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REMARKS 

The Offiw Action naailed October 14, 2003 has been received and its concents carefully 
considered. Claims 1-22 remain pending in the present ;*pplic4tiun. For the re43>ons set forth in 
detail below, all claims are believed to be in allowance. 

By this Amendment, the specification, claims I and 14, and the drawings have been 
amended. Suppon for the amendments may be found in the present application on page 6, lines 
4-8; page 7, lines 1 1-14; claim 6; and in the drawings, for example. 

A- The Drawings 

In the Office Action, the drawings are objected to under 37 CF.R, 1.83(a). The Office 
Action assens that the drawings must show every feamre of the invention specified in the claims, 
and that therefore, the "microprocessor" recited in claim I must be shown or the feature canceled 
from the claim. 

Figure 2 ba^ been amended to overcome the asserted deficiency. Specifically, Figure 2 
haii been amended to show a ''microprocessor." Consideration and approval of the amendments 
to Figure 2 is respectfisUy requested- 

B. The ReiectioD under 35 U.S.C, 112 

In the Office Action, claims 1-13 are rejected 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
^plicant regards as the invention. The Office Action asserts that regarding claim 1 , ins not 
cleijr which circuit(s) is/are connected to and controlled by the microprocessor recited in claim l. 
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Claim I is amended lo funber define the inieirelaiionsbips of ihe claimed invenrion and 
lo overcome the assened deficiency, ft is respectfully submitted that the claims satisfy all formal 
requirements, 

C, The Rejection under 35 U.S.C. ^103 

In ihe Office Action, cliums 1-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over applicant's admission of prior an (AAPA) and U.S, Patent No. 6,170,007 to 
VenKatraman ei al. tVenkatraman), The assertions set out in the rejection are respectfully 
traversed. 

Claim 1 recites a protective relay for providing protective conurol to a power system, 
comprising a microprocessor for implementing a data flow in a communications server in the 
protective relay; first and second cotmections to a cotmnunications network and the power 
system, respectively; the communications server configured to receive relay configuration 
commands ftom a remote computer over the communications network in a network format, md 
to provide power system data and relay status data to the remote computer over the 
communications network in the network format. 

On page 3, the Office Action assens that regarding claims I and 17, AApA teaches a 
protective relay for providing protective control to a power system comprising a microprocessor 
[application's specification, p, 1, lines 5-6]; first and second connections to a communication 
network and the power system, respectively [application's specification, p, I, lines 4-7]; a 
communication server configured to receive relay configuration commands from a remote 
computer over the cotmnunications network, and to provide power system data and relay status 
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data lo the remote computer over the communications network [Fig. 1; application's 
specification, p. 5, lines 5-8], 

FUnber, the Office Action assens that AApA teaches the communication server 
commuiucates with remote computer over a communicatioris network using a product-specific 
software, therefore, the communications capability of the protective relay is hmited. Further, ihi^ 
Office Action asserts that one of ordinary skill in the an would recognize that the flexibiUty of 
AAPA's device would incrcai>c if tlic device can support standard web browser 3»oft wane, mid 
reflects that the asserted AAPA does not teach the communication server communicates with 
remote computer over a cotrmiunicaiion network in a network format. 

The Office Action attempts to cure the deficiencies of the asserted AAPA based on the ' 
teachings of Venkairaman . The Office Action assets that Venkatraman teaches a device with 
embedded web server for communicating with remote computer over a communication network 
in a network format (HTTP pioiocol); and that Venkatraman suggests that the device can be any 
type of devices [col 3, lines 55-65], and concludes that therefore, one of ordinary skill in the an 
would have recognized that the web server could also be embedded in a ptoieciive relay- These 
assertions are adamantly traversed. 

The Office Action further asserts that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at die time the invention was made to combine the teachings of AAPA and 
Venkatraman because it would increase the flexibility of AAPA's device by allowing the device 
easily conmiunicates with any remote computer over a conamunications network in a standard 
network format, 

10 

PAGE 15/20 ' RCVD AT 2/17/2004 11:42:06 PM (Eastern Standard Time] ' SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-110 " DNIS:8729306' CSID:-^' DURATION (min-s$):04-08 



F8b-ir-04 l!:44pin Frora-HUNTON 4 WILLIAMS 



+ 



T-203 P. 16/20 F-530 



Aciomey Docket No. 57761 .000031 
GE Dockei No. URC-4940 
Applicaiion Serial No. 09/605.010 

In Traversal of the assertions set fordi in the Office Action, Applicant notes that as an 
initial matter, ibe Office Action fails to set forth the manner in which ihe asserted AAPA is 
allegedly being combined wiih Venkatraman, That is, the Office Action merely asserts that it 
would have been obvious to combine, but fails to set forth ihe manner in which the ^pUed art i^ 
combined. In particular, how does the Office Action propose to modify the teachings of the 
asserted AApA with the features of Venkairaman, 

AS a further maaer. ibe Office Action refcns to page 5, Uncb 5-8 as AAPA (sec Office 
Action on page 3, last line). However, such disclosure is indeed directed to the present 
invention, and thus cenainly not AAPA- 

Tbe Office Action asserts that VenJcatraman suggests that the device can be any type of 
devices [col. 3, lines 55-65], However, Applicant respectfully traverses ihis general assenion- 
Venkatraman teaches that the device lO represents a wide variety of devices including devices 
such as printers, fax machines, copiers, communication and telephony devices, home 
entertainment devices such as televisions, video and audio devices as well as appliances such as 
refiigerators and washing machines, security systems, automobiles, and hot tubs. Venkatraman 
further asserts that the device 10 also represents a variety of measurement instruments including 
oscilloscopes, and spectrum analysers and other types of measurement devices; and that in 
addition, the device 10 represents a variety of computer peripheral devices including mass 
storage units such as rotating media storage units. Accordingly, Venkatraman does not set out a 
blanket statement that the teachings of Venkatraman may be applied to "any type of devices." 
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Further, it is respectfully submitted that it would not have been obvious lo combine the 
features of the assened AAPA with Venkauaraan, as proposed in the Office Action. The 
disclosure of Venkatniman in column 3, lines 55-65, sets fonh a variety of devices. However, 
the nature of the devices disclosed by Venkatraman is different than the clmraed protective relay, 
as would be appreciated by one of ordinary skill in the art. That is, a known communication 
processor for electric power substations, for example, is a complex arrangement, as described in 
the present application on page 1, line 17 - page 2, line 4- Accordingly, Applicant submits tbat 
the fundamental nature of the claimed invention versus the "devices" of Venkatraman (for 
example a printer) would lead one away from the proposed combination, as assened in the Office 
Action. 

More imponantly as ro the deficiencies of the proposed combination, claim 1 recites 
particulars that would not have been taught^ even if it were somehow obvious to combine the 
teachings of the asserted AAPA and Venkatraman, which it is not. Specifically, claim 1 recites a 
communications server configured to receive relay configuration commands from a remote 
computer over the communications network in a network format, and to provide power system 
data and relay status data to the remote computer over the conutiunications network in the 
network format. 

That is, claim I recites an interrelationship between the feature of "receive relay 
configuration commands from a remote computer" and 'provide power system data and relay 
status data to the remote computer"* in conjunction wid:^ the other claimed features. It is 
respectfully submitted that the applied combination fails to address such panicular features and 
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the maimer in which the applied combinauon allegedly Teaches such feaiure. Applicant submits 
thai These features of cimra 1, for example, bring out the differences beTween the ^*de vices" of 
Venkairaman and the claimed invention. 

It is respectfully subautted that independent claims 14 and 17 recite patentable subject 
mauer for reasons similar to those set forth above with regard to claim 1. Further, the dependent 
claims recite patentable subject matter for djeir dependencies on the independent claims, as well 
as the additional features iuch dependent claims recite. 

For example, the Office Action asserts that legarding claims 14-16, since they recite 
method of operating of the apparams defined in the apparatus claims, they are rejected 
accordingly based on the rejection of the apparatus claims. However, claim 16 recites the 
method of claim 14, wherein the steps of generating are perfonned by consulting a dambase in 
the protective relay, the database storing protective relay data. It is noted that such feature is not 
set forth in the apparams claims; and Applicant further submits that it is fully unclear how such 
feature is taught by the applied an. 

It is respectfully subnutted that the claims define patentable subject matter- Withdrawal 
of the rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103 is respectfully requested. 
Conclusion 

For at least the reasons outlined above. Applicant respectfully asserts that the application 
is in condition for allowance. Favorable reconsideration and allowance of the claims are 
respectfully solicited. 
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Should ihe Examiner believe anything further is desirable in order to place the 
application in even better condition for allowance, the Examiner is invited to contact Applicant's 
undersigned representative at the telephone number listed below. 

For any fees due in connection with filing this Response the Commissioner is hereby 
authorized to charge the undersigned's Deposit Account No- 50-^06. 



Hunton & Williams 

1900 K Street. N.W.. Suite 1200 

Washington, D.C. 20006-U09 

(202)955-1500 

Dated: February 17, 2004 

Anacbment: Drawing sheet (Figures 1 and 2) 
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